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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments witli respect to tine rejection(s) of tine claim(s) liave been 
fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made as set forth 
below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 . Claims 1-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Naito et al. (6690732), (hereinafter referred to as "Naito") in view of Koda (6408030). 

Regarding claim 1 , Naito discloses an apparatus that relates to scene 
change detection (Naito: column 1, lines 7-10). This apparatus comprises 
"receiving macroblocks for an uncompressed image" (Naito: figure 1 ) and 
"encoding the image without changing the frame type of the image in response to 
the determination of a scene change and the frame type of the image" (Naito: 
column 3, lines 50-59, wherein it is well known in the art that I frames (frame 
type) cause scene changes). However, this apparatus lacks determining the 
macroblock type and the distribution of blocks as claimed. Koda teaches that 
prior art scene change detection methods take a long time to detect the change 
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(Koda: column 2, lines 40-43). To help alleviate this problem, Koda discloses 
"determining a block type and determining a distribution of block types" (Koda: 
column 7, lines 50-60; column 8, lines 40-60. While Koda discloses determining 
the scene change in the decoder, Koda determines the block types in the 
encoder which is the location Naito determines the scene change). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to take the apparatus disclosed by Naito and add the 
processing taught by Koda in order to obtain an apparatus that helps reduce the 
scene change calculation time. 

Regarding claim 2, Naito in view of Koda disclose "identifying the scene 
change in response to a percentage of prediction blocks in the image" (Naito: 
column 3, lines 50-59; Koda: column 8, lines 40-60. By knowing the number of 
blocks and the size of the frame, a percentage is easily obtained). 

Regarding claim 3, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in 
addition, Koda discloses "responsive to the image being a forward predicted 
frame type, determining a percentage of intra-coded macroblocks" (Koda: 
column 8, lines 53-65). 

Regarding claim 4, note the examiners rejection for claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 5, Koda discloses "the threshold is about .65" (Koda: 
column 8, lines 7-1 1 . While Koda fails to explicitly show the threshold being .65, 
Koda does disclose setting threshold values to judge a scene change. The 
examiner notes that it would have been obvious to set the threshold at a value 
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indicating over half of tlie bocl^s, sucli as .65, in order to successfully determine a 
scene change). 

Regarding claim 6, Koda discloses "the image being a bidirectionally 
predicted frame and determining a percentage of backward predicted blocks 
(Koda: column 8, lines 46-53). 

Regarding claim 7, Naito in view of Koda disclose "responsive to the 
backward predicted blocks exceeding a threshold, identifying a scene change" 
(Naito: column 3, lines 50-59; Koda: column 8, lines 46-53). 

Regarding claim 8, Koda discloses "the threshold is about .7" (Koda: 
column 8, lines 7-1 1 . While Koda fails to explicitly show the threshold being .7, 
Koda does disclose setting threshold values to judge a scene change. The 
examiner notes that it would have been obvious to set the threshold at a value 
indicating over half of the bocks, such as .7, in order to successfully determine a 
scene change). 

Regarding claim 9, Naito in view of Koda disclose "the image being a 
bidirectionally predicted frame, determining a percentage of forward predicted 
blocks and identifying a scene change" (Naito: column 3, lines 50-59; Koda: 
column 8, lines 46-53). 

Regarding claim 10, Naito in view of Koda disclose "responsive to the 
forward predicted blocks exceeding a threshold, identifying a scene change" 
(Naito: column 3, lines 50-59; Koda: column 8, lines 46-53). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , note the examiners rejection for claim 8. 
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Regarding claim 12, note the examiners rejections for claims 3, 6, and 9. 

Regarding claim 13, Naito discloses "wherein encoding the image 
comprises increasing a number of bits used to encode the image" (Naito: column 
3, lines 44-67). 

Regarding claim 14, Naito discloses "encoding the image comprises 
changing a quantization rate used to quantize the image" (Naito: column 2, lines 
60-67). 

Regarding claim 15, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
increase a counter indicating a number of bits available for a remaining set of 
images (Official Notice). Doing so would have been obvious in order to help 
correctly determine how many image samples are left. 

Regarding claim 16, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
increase a counter indicating a number of bits allocated to images having the 
same frame type (Official Notice). Doing so would have been obvious in order to 
help easily determine how many frames are of the same type. 

Regarding claim 17, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
store generated information in a side information file (Official Notice). Doing so 
would have been obvious in order to allow quick access to the information. 

Regarding claims 18-34, note the examiners rejections for claims 1-17. 

Regarding claims 35-51 , note the examiners rejections for claims 1-17. 

Regarding claim 52, note the examiners rejection for claim 1 . 

Regarding claims 53-58, note the examiners rejections for claims 53-58. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner should be directed to DAVID CZEKAJ whose telephone number is (571)272- 
7327. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouh can be reached on (571) 272-7418. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Dave Czekaj/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2621 



